§1. Introduction.
It is well known that equality is definable in type theory.
Thus, in the language of [2] , the equality relation between elements of type a is definable as [Ax Ay Vp .p x => p y ] , i.e.,
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OCX OC x = y iff every set which contains x also contains y . Howa J a 2 a ^a ever, in a non-standard model of type theory, the sets may be so sparse that the wff above does not denote the true equality relation. We shall use this observation to construct a general model in the sense of [2] in which the Axiom of Extensionality is not valid. Thus Theorem 2 of [2] is technically incorrect. However, it is easy to remedy the situation by slightly modifying the definition of general model. Naturally, our construction provides an independence proof for the Axiom Schema of Extensionality.
We shall assume familiarity with, and use the notation of,
[2] and § §2-3 of [1] .
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Proof. We construct a frame to = {& } by induction on a. 12 3 Simultaneously we define three equivalence relations =, = 9 and on each of the & . When it is more convenient to do so, we shall One of the appealing properties of the definition of general model in [2] is that it is generated in a very natural way by the formation rules for the language. Our modified definition no longer has this property for the language of [2], although it has it for a language in which Q is taken as a primitive constant.
Thus it appears that in contexts where one wishes to assume extensionality and discuss general models, a language such as £ of
[1], augmented by a description or selection operator, is more natural than the language of [2].
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